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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1-74 are pending and are presented for examination. A formal action on the 



merits of claims 1-74 follows. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1, 9, 23, 31, 45 and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Pinsky et al. (U.S. 5,655,084) in view of Biswal et al., "Blind Source Separation of Multiple 
Signal Sources of fMRI Data Sets Using Independent Component Analysis". 

Regarding claim 1, Pinsky teaches a method of providing image analysis comprising: 
receiving from a client via a communications network a data set containing information 
related to a magnetic resonance image (MRI) [Pinsky Figures 1, 2A and 2B, Col. 1 lines 44- 
49, Col. 3 lines 20-23, Col. 3 lines 66-67 - Col. 4 lines 1-2 and lines 30-33 and Col. 5 lines 42- 
59 - MRI data set is sent from acquiring site, i.e. hospital, doctor, imaging center, etc., over 
a network to a radiology hub for interpretation, i.e. analysis]; and 

delivering to the client via a communications network information related to the data set 
[Pinsky — Col. 4 lines 49-58 and Col. 6 lines 48-58 - Interpretation, i.e. analysis or study, of 
MRI data set is routed back to client, i.e. hospital, doctor, etc., over a communications 
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network], 

Pinsky fails to teach fMRI analysis of a brain, including identifying a plurality of spatially 
independent components related to the data set by applying a blind source separation algorithm 
to the data set. 

Biswal, however, discloses using functional MRI (fMRI) to measure local changes in blood 
volume, flow, and oxygenation within an individual's brain by identifying independent 
components by applying a blind source separation algorithm to the fMRI data set [Biswal 
Page 265 "Purpose" section and left column lines 1-4 and Page 266 left column lines 1-54 
and right column lines 1-9 - Blind source separation algorithm is used to identify 
independent components from an fMRI data set]. 
Both Pinsky and Biswal are concerned with analysis of MRI images. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the usage of fMRI analysis of a brain using a blind source separation 
algorithm to identify independent components of a data set, as taught by Biswal into the 
invention of Pinsky, in order to provide greater in depth analysis by separating and identifying 
multiple signal components present in an fMRI data set and their sources. 

Regarding claim 9, this is a method claim which has similar limitations to the method 
claimed in claim 1 . In addition, this claim recites receiving a plurality of client data sets from a 
plurality of clients via a network and providing data analysis services to the plurality of clients. 
Pinsky discloses that multiple acquiring sites, i.e. multiple hospitals, provide imaging data to 
radiology hubs to provide image analysis [Pinsky Figure 1 and Col. 2 lines 66-67 - Col. 3 
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lines 1-13]. Therefore, because these claims are similar, claim 9 is rejected under the same 
rationale as claim 1 . 

Regarding claim 23, this is a system claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 
1. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 23 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 31, this is a system claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 
9 above. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 31 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 45, this is a system claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 
1. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 45 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 60, Pinsky teaches a computer-readable medium for use by a computer 
for providing data analysis services [Pinsky -- Col. 10 lines 21-45 - Interpretations are 
performed on workstations having a processor and storage for running programs for 
analysis services]. The remaining limitations of claim 60 are similar to the limitations set forth 
in claim 1 . Therefore, claim 60 is rejected under the same rationale. 
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4. Claims 2, 13, 24, 35, 46, 61 and 71 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pinsky et al. (U.S. 5,655,084 and Biswal et al., "Blind Source Separation of 
Multiple Signal Sources of fMRI Data Sets Using Independent Component Analysis", as applied 
to claim 1 above, in view of Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA). 

Regarding claim 2, Pinsky-Biswal teach the invention substantially as claimed, as 
aforementioned in claim 1 above, but fails to explicitly teach applying a singular value 
decomposition algorithm to the data set. 

AAPA, however, discloses using a singular value decomposition algorithm to identify a set of 
independent components using a well-known and widely used technique [AAPA — Page 6 lines 
1-8 and Page 16 lines 6-19]. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use a widely known 
and used singular value decomposition algorithm to identify independent components, as taught 
by AAPA into the invention of Pinsky-Biswal, in order to dimensionally reduce the data. 

Regarding claim 13, this is a method claim similar to the method claimed in claim 2. It 
has similar limitations; therefore, claim 13 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 24, 35 and 46, these are system claims corresponding to the method 
claimed in claim 2. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 24, 35 and 46 are rejected 
under the same rationale. 
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Regarding claims 61 and 71, these are computer-readable medium claim corresponding to 
the method claimed in claim 2. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 61 and 71 are 
rejected under the same rationale. 

5. Claims 3, 5-8, 10-12, 14, 16-20, 22, 25, 27-30, 32-34, 36, 38-42, 44, 53-55, 57 59, 62, 64- 
70, 72 and 74 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pinsky et al. (U.S. 
5,655,084 and Biswal et al., "Blind Source Separation of Multiple Signal Sources of fMRI Data 
Sets Using Independent Component Analysis", in view of Sloane (U.S. 5,91 1,132). 

Regarding claim 3, Pinsky-Biswal teach the invention substantially as claimed, as 
aforementioned in claim 1 above, but fail to explicitly teach charging the client for delivering the 
components, i.e. analysis of the data set. 

Sloane, however, discloses a healthcare information delivery system which helps diagnose a 
patient's illness, i.e. a broken bone, upon which the patient is billed, i.e. charged, for the services 
[Sloane Col. 2 lines 64-67, CoL 3 lines 7-10 and Col. 5 lines 12-19 - Analysis of symptoms 
and imaging information is used to provide diagnosis which is delivered to the client, i.e. 
patient, upon which he/she is billed for the services]. 

Both Pinsky-Biswal and Sloane are concerned with providing medical services, specifically 
diagnostic services, to clients. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the billing of clients for medical diagnostic services, as taught by 
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Sloane into the invention of Pinsky-Biswal, in order to obtain the necessary funding to provide 
such diagnostics as a service to clients. 

Regarding claim 5, Pinsky-Biswal-Sloane teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
further comprising: storing the plurality of independent components in a database containing 
information relating to a plurality of sets of other independent components corresponding to 
other individual's independent components [Sloane — Figure 7, Col. 4 lines 30-53, Col. 5 lines 
38-54 and Col. 7 lines 37-67 - Col. 8 lines 1-20 - Database, located on CDC server, contains 
patient transaction records compiled from all across the country/world. Thus the database 
can store independent information relating to one patient, i.e. patient transaction record, 
along with other independent information from other patients]. 

Regarding claim 6, Pinsky-Biswal-Sloane teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
including receiving a request from the client via the communications network to compare the 
plurality of independent components to the plurality of sets of other independent components in 
the database [Sloane — Figures 1 and 7, Col. 5 lines 38-54 - E-doc sends request over 
network to CDC server to provide further consultation for diagnosis by having the CDC 
server compare the one patient's symptoms and information with other people's symptoms 
having a given illness or disease. This provides help in diagnosing a given patient and to 
further confirm diagnosis]. 
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Regarding claim 7, Pinsky-Biswal-Sloane teach the invention substantially as claimed, as 
aforementioned in claim 6 above, including: 

(i) comparing the plurality of independent components to the plurality of sets of 
independent components in the database [Sloane — Col. 5 lines 38-54 - CDC server is 
consulted to search, i.e. compare, prior transaction records received for the given patient 
symptoms and information stored within the database]; and 

(ii) delivering to the client via the communications network information based on the 
comparison [Sloane Col. 6 lines 33-48 - Patient is informed of diagnosis and treatment 
information along with other information received from CDC, i.e. expected symptoms, 
duration, etc.]. 

Regarding claim 8, Pinsky-Biswal-Sloane teach the invention substantially as claimed, as 
aforementioned in claim 7 above, including charging the client for delivering the information 
based on the analysis, i.e. comparison [Sloane -- Col. 5 lines 12-19 - Analysis of symptoms 
and imaging information is used to provide diagnosis which is delivered to the client, i.e. 
patient, upon which he/she is billed for the services]. 

Regarding claim 10, Pinsky-Biswal teach the invention substantially as claimed, as 
aforementioned in claim 9 above, but fail to explicitly teach storing the sets of independent 
components, i.e. information, in a database. 

Sloane, however, discloses a database, located on CDC server which holds patients record 
information, i.e. independent components, such as image data, diagnosis, symptoms, etc. [Sloane 
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-- Figure 7, Col. 4 lines 30-53, Col. 5 lines 38-54 and Col. 7 lines 37-67 - Col. 8 lines 1-20 - 
Database, located on CDC server, contains patient transaction records compiled from all 
across the country/world]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to incorporate the storing of patient record information in a database, as taught by Sloane, into 
the invention of Pinsky-Biswal, in order to provide a data structure to hold information which 
can be used to analyze other patient symptoms in helping diagnose a disease. 

Regarding claim 11, Pinsky-Biswal-Sloane teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
as aforementioned in claim 10 above, including comparing each of the plurality of sets of 
independent components to the other of the plurality of sets of independent components [Sloane 
-- Col. 5 lines 38-54 - CDC server is consulted to search, i.e. compare, prior transaction 
records received for the given patient symptoms and information stored within the 
database]. 

Regarding claim 12, Pinsky-Biswal-Sloane teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
as aforementioned in claim 1 1 above, including identifying common components which exist in 
a scientifically-significant portion of the plurality of sets of independent components [Sloane -- 
Col. 5 lines 38-54 - Patient's symptoms are compared to other patients to see if a significant 
portion of symptoms are similar, i.e. in a given geographic region which symptoms may 
point to an outbreak of food poisoning]. 
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Regarding claim 14, this is a method claim similar to the method claimed in claim 3 
above. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 14 is rejected under the same rationale. 



Regarding claim 16, Pinsky teaches a method comprising: 
receiving from a client via a communications network a client data set containing 
information related to a magnetic resonance image [Pinsky Figures 1, 2 A and 2B, Col. 1 
lines 44-49, Col. 3 lines 20-23, Col. 3 lines 66-67 - Col. 4 lines 1-2 and lines 30-33 and Col. 5 
lines 42-59 - MRI data set is sent from acquiring site, i.e. hospital, doctor, imaging center, 
etc., over a network to a radiology hub for interpretation, i.e. analysis]; 
Pinsky fails to explicitly teach a functional MRI identifying a plurality of spatially independent 
components by applying a blind source separation algorithm, comparing the independent 
components to other independent components in a database, the set of components which exist in 
a scientifically significant portion of sets of independent components of fMRI data sets in a 
database. 

Biswal, however, discloses using functional MRI (fMRI) to measure local changes in blood 
volume, flow, and oxygenation within an individual's brain by identifying independent 
components by applying a blind source separation algorithm to the fMRI data set [Biswal » 
Page 265 "Purpose" section and left column lines 1-4 and Page 266 left column lines 1-54 
and right column lines 1-9 - Blind source separation algorithm is used to identify 
independent components from an fMRI data set]. 
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In addition, Sloane teaches comparing each of the plurality of sets of independent components to 
the other of the plurality of sets of independent components [Sloane — Col. 5 lines 38-54 - CDC 
server is consulted to search, i.e. compare, prior transaction records received for the given 
patient symptoms and information stored within the database], a database, located on CDC 
server which holds patients record information, i.e. independent components, such as image data, 
diagnosis, symptoms, etc. [Sloane -- Figure 7, Col. 4 lines 30-53, Col. 5 lines 38-54 and Col. 7 
lines 37-67 - Col. 8 lines 1-20 - Database, located on CDC server, contains patient 
transaction records compiled from all across the country/world] and identifying common 
components which exist in a scientifically-significant portion of the plurality of sets of 
independent components [Sloane -- Col. 5 lines 38-54 - Patient's symptoms are compared to 
other patients to see if a significant portion of symptoms are similar, i.e. in a given 
geographic region which symptoms may point to an outbreak of food poisoning]. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to incorporate a functional MRI identifying a plurality of spatially independent components by 
applying a blind source separation algorithm, as taught by Biswal, along with comparing the 
independent components to other independent components in a database, the set of components 
which exist in a scientifically significant portion of sets of independent components of fMRI data 
sets in a database, as taught by Sloane, into the invention of Pinsky, in order to provide greater in 
depth analysis by separating and identifying multiple signal components present in an fMRI data 
set and their sources in addition to providing a data structure to hold information which can be 
used to analyze other patient symptoms in helping diagnose a disease 
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Regarding claim 17, this is a method claim having limitations similar to the method 
claimed in claim 11. Therefore, claim 17 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 18, Pinsky-Biswal-Sloane teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
as aforementioned in claim 17 above, including delivering the client information via the 
communications network [Pinsky — Col, 4 lines 49-58 and Col. 6 lines 48-58 - Interpretation, 

1. e. analysis or study, of MRI data set is routed back to client, i.e. hospital, doctor, etc., over 
a communications network]. 

Regarding claim 19, this is a method claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 

2. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 19 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 20, this is a method claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 
8. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 20 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 22, Pinsky-Biswal-Sloane teach the invention substantially as claimed, 
as aforementioned in claim 16 above, including modifying the set of independent components in 
the database based on the plurality of independent components of the client data set [Sloane — 
Col. 4 lines 30-53, Col. 5 lines 44-54 and Col. 7 lines 32-36 - Transaction records are 
modified to indicate the outcome and various symptoms a patient has had with the disease. 
In addition, the database expert system is modified to better be able to diagnose diseases 
and illnesses based upon outbreaks or events currently occurring in a geographic locality]. 
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Regarding claims 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36, 38, 39, 40, 41 and 42, these are 
system claims corresponding to the method claimed in claims 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 14, 16, 17, 
18, 19 and 20. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 25, 27, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 36, 
38, 39, 40, 41 and 42 are rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 44 and 59, these are system claims corresponding to the method 
claimed in claim 22. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 44 and 59 are rejected 
under the same rationale. 

Regarding claim 53, this is a system claim similar to the method claimed in claim 16. It 
has similar limitations; therefore, claim 53 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 54-55, these are system claims which correspond to the method 
claimed in claim 7. They have similar limitations; therefore, claim 54-55 are rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Regarding claim 57, this is a system claim similar to the method claimed in claim 8. It 
has similar limitations; therefore, claim 57 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 62, 64, 65, 66, 67, 69, 70 and 72, these are computer-readable medium 
claims corresponding to the method claimed in claims 3, 5, 6, 7 and 8. They have similar 
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limitations; therefore, claims 62, 64, 65, 66, 67, 69, 70 and 72 are rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Regarding claim 68, this is a computer-readable medium claim corresponding to the 
method claimed in claim 16. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 68 is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Regarding claim 74, this is a computer-readable medium claim corresponding to the 
method claimed in claim 22. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 74 is rejected under the 
same rationale. 



6. Claims 4, 15, 21, 26, 37, 43, 58, 63 and 73 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Pinsky et al. (U.S. 5,655,084 and Biswal et al, "Blind Source Separation of 
Multiple Signal Sources of fMRI Data Sets Using Independent Component Analysis", as applied 
to claim 1 above, in view of Sloane (U.S. 5,91 1,132) and further in view of Stoodley (U.S. 
6,611,846). 

Regarding claim 4, Pinsky-Biswal teach the invention substantially as claimed, but fails 
to teach wherein the receiving from a client and the delivering to the client is via the Internet and 
viewing the components, i.e. medical information, using a web browser. 
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Sloane, however, teaches wherein the receiving from the client and the delivering to the client is 
performed via the Internet [Sloane Figure 1 and Col. 2 lines 64-67 - Clients are other 
equipment, i.e. imaging server, pharmacy, CDC server, etc., are all connected via the 
Internet], 

In addition, Stoodley discloses a method and system for the storage and retrieval of medical 
information which uses a browser to receive patient data over a network, i.e. the Internet, from a 
server [Stoodley Col. 5 lines 2-5 and Col. 15 lines 47-52]. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made 
to incorporate the receiving from the client and the delivering to the client information via the 
Internet, as taught by Sloane, along with the use of a browser to view medical information, as 
taught by Stoodley into the invention of Pinsky-Biswal, in order to provide a common and well- 
known user interface for retrieving information from an HTTP request stored on a server over a 
Wide Area Network (WAN). 

Regarding claims 15 and 21, these are method claims similar to the method claimed in 
claim 4. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 15 and 21 are rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Regarding claims 26, 37 and 43, these are system claims corresponding to the method 
claimed in claims 4, 15 and 21 respectively. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 26, 
37 and 43 are rejected under the same rationale. 



Application/Control Number: 09/732,219 
Art Unit: 2143 



Page 16 



Regarding claim 58, this is a system claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 
4. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 58 is rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 63 and 73, these are computer-readable medium claims corresponding 
to the method claimed in claim 4. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 63 and 73 are 
rejected under the same rationale. 



7. Claims 47, 49-52 and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Pinsky et al. (U.S. 5,655,084), Biswal et al, "Blind Source Separation of Multiple Signal 
Sources of fMRI Data Sets Using Independent Component Analysis" and Applicant's Admitted 
Prior Art (AAPA), in view of Sloane (U.S. 5,91 1,132). 

Regarding claims 47 and 49, these are system claims corresponding to the method 
claimed in claims 3 and 10 respectively. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 47 and 
49 are rejected under the same rationale. 

Regarding claims 50-52, these are system claims corresponding to the method claimed in 
claims 5-6, 7 and 8 respectively. They have similar limitations; therefore, claims 50-52 are 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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Regarding claim 56, this is a system claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 
2. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 56 is rejected under the same rationale. 



8. Claim 48 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Pinsky et al. 
(U.S. 5,655,084), Biswal et al., "Blind Source Separation of Multiple Signal Sources of fMRI 
Data Sets Using Independent Component Analysis" and Applicant's Admitted Prior Art 
(AAPA), as applied to claim 46 above, in view of Sloane (U.S. 5,91 1,132) and further in view of 
Stoodley (U.S. 6,61 1,846). 

Regarding claim 48, this is a system claim corresponding to the method claimed in claim 
4. It has similar limitations; therefore, claim 48 is rejected under the same rationale. 



Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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Jago et al. (U.S. 5,938,607) discloses a diagnostic imaging system which aids in 
providing diagnosis of patient conditions by comparing patient images to a reference 
image library. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas J. Mauro Jr. whose telephone number is 703-605-1234. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00a.m. - 4:30p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 703-308-5221. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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